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Remarks 

In view of the above amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration 
of the outstanding office action is respectfully requested. 

Applicants gratefully acknowledge the personal interview between Examiners 
Janice Li and David Nguyen and applicants' undersigned representative, on October 25, 
2005. The substance of that interview is summarized as follows. During the interview, 
claims 11-16 were discussed, in particular, whether the specification supports "[a] method for 
producing a mouse recipient that produces an antibody reactive to an antigen protein for an 
autoimmune disease and/or has activated T cells reactive to the antigen protein" that is 
applicable to autoimmune diseases other than pemphigus vulgaris. The U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office ("USPTO") acknowledged that the inventive concept might be applicable 
to other autoimmune diseases, but without specific information regarding specific genes 
responsible for other autoimmune diseases, and further evidence that knockout animals for 
those specific genes were available at the time the present invention was made, the invention 
as claimed is overly broad. Thus, the USPTO reiterated the position stated in the outstanding 
office action, i.e., that the specification meets the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 (1 st para) 
for written description and enablement for the recipient pemphigus vulgaris mouse model 
taught in the present application, but not for any other autoimmune disease. The amendments 
submitted herein reflect the subject matter indicated by the USPTO as allowable. 

The rejection of claims 11,12, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 (1 st para.) for 
failure to comply with the written description requirement is respectfully traversed in view of 
the above amendments. 

As amended, claim 1 1 includes the limitations of claims 15 and 16, which the 
USPTO acknowledged in the outstanding office action as allowable if written in independent 
form including all the limitations in the base claim. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1 1 , 
12, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 (1 st para.) for failure to comply with the written description 
requirement is improper and should be withdrawn. 

The rejection of claims 1 1, 12, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 (1 st para.) for 
lack of enablement is respectfully traversed in view of the above amendments. 

Claim 1 1 as amended includes the limitations of claims 15 and 16, which the 
examiner acknowledged as acceptable if rewritten to include all the limitations of the base 
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claim. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 11, 12, and 14 under § 1 12 (1 st para.) for lack of 
enablement is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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The objection to claims 13, 15, and 16 for being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim is respectfully traversed in view of the above amendments. 

In view of all of the foregoing, applicants submit that this case is in condition 
for allowance and such allowance is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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